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MEETING MINUTES

BASE CLEANUP TEAM

BRAC AND SCREENING SITES DATA EVALUATION WORKSHOP

August 4 through 6, 1997

In Attendance

Nanae

Glenn Kaden

Shawn philfips
Denise Cooper

Jordan English

Dann SpoAosu

Terry Templeton

Julian Savage
Julett Denton

Scott Bradley

Greg Underberg

Vijaya Mylavarapu
Pat Cline

Abbreviations

GU - Greg Underberg

JE -Jordan English

JS - Julian Savage
PC - PaL Cline

A¢¢onyIIl$

ASAP

BCT
BRAC

RB(3

UCL95

mg
kg
ng
CERCLA

CEHNG
PCB

PRE

TBD

FOSL

Organization Phone
DDMT (901) 775_510

DDMT (901) 775_372
DDMT (901) 778-4508

TDEC (90I) 368-7953

U.S. EPA Region IV (404) 062-8552
TDEC (901) 368-7957

CBt tNC (205) 895-1642

CEHNC (205) 895-1624

CEHNC (205) 895 1637

CH2M H37LL/ORO (423) 4839032

CHZM I-ULL/GNV (352) 335-5877

CH2M HILL/GNV (352) 335-5877

DS = Dann Spariosu

TT = Terry Templeton
JD - Julett Denton

VM - Vijaya Mylavarapu

GK Glenn Kaden

SP - Shawn Phillips
S8=Scott Bradley

De - ]Denise Cooper

as soon as possible
BRAC Cleanup Team

Base Realignment and Closure
Risk Based Criteria

95% Upper Confidence Limit

microgram

milligram

nanogram

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

U.S. Axmy Corps of Engineem, Huntsville.

polychlorinated biphenyl

Preliminary Risk Evd_llon
to be determined

Finding of Suitability to Lease

0_01_8_MT2//g02DOG I
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Summary of Concluslons

I.) The following determinatio_ were made regardlng prioritybufldthgsand sitesat
DDMT.

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

• Site 35, Bul]ding $308, does not requi_ forthez assessment.

. Site 51, Lake Danielson Outlel Storm Water Drainage Ditch, requlre_ risk

assessment for benzo(a)pyre_e and ¢tielch-Ri.

• Site 48, Butiding 274 Calory-in, Ls a priority site that is a candidate for early
removal of PCB contaminated surface soils.

Building 649 is su]table for leasing.

• Buticlmg 630 is suitable for leasing,

• Bt&lthng 639 is suitable for lea_thg.

• Building 835 s suitab e for leasing under an industrial scenario.

The pesticide dieldrin was detected in a number of surface soil samples, primarily in
the e,istern two-thirds of the DDMT main In_tallaUon, at concentratio_ exceeding

both residential and industrial risk-based critexia. Addibona] risk assessment of

dieldrin invalvlng calculation of sire-specific action levels will be necessary

Arsemc was also detected in a ntLVnber of surface soll samples at concentrations

e×ceechng residential and industrial risk-bEsed criteria.

Subsurface _alis wi]l be evaluated agaiosl soil to gToundwater tzansfer criteria after

delJneahng the potential impacis on groundwater The criteria are Iow and

evaluation against them could result in remediation of subsurface soils because of

potential grotmdwater impacts when su¢]a impacts may r_ot be observed in the

g,r oundwater and soil remedia tion is thereby _lot warranted

BRAC Parcel 3 is in need of addition_ surface soil sampling to complete

characterizatloI t needed for lease to the City of Me_nphis. Eight _,oti sami_le _ will be

• taken around tl_e aofthall dismond and playground areas.

A l_-elin_xy Risk Evaluation will be per formed following EPA guidance for

property trans for or lease. The PRE will be calculated on a sample-by.ample basis
and the resul_ will be mapped for all sampl_ in the combined BRAG, Sc_erfing
Sites, and RI datasets. The _ will also he calculated on a site-by-sit e basis. The

sit.specific concentration of each panunete_ will be based on both the site-_pecJfic

max_xttm and the UCL95 cc_cen_atism. Risk c_culations will be reported for both

conce_t_ationsso a subjectiveevaluation cart be performed on the reasonablc-'nessof

the site-specific reptesen_tive conc_ntratior. The number of detecfior_ and
number of analyse_ will be reported in the PRE tables.

Two pKE calco]atiorts will be generated: one compari _rigthe dieldrin concen_ations

to the RBC and the other using the DDMT-specifie dieldrin cxileris developed in
item 2 above. Since dieldrin is widespread at elevated levels, this is necessary to

flRO t 3084_.L_jtZ_02.DO_ 2
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7)

determine the overall risk impact of the DDMT_specilic dieldrin criteria. Sample-

speci/ic risk mapping will also be done with both the RBC and DDMT-speelfic

dleldrin criteria.

The PKE results will be included in updates to the BRAC, Screening Site, and RI

Reports. A b_ief, stand-alone lechnical memorandum will be p_pared that
discusses the PRE methodology. The dieldrin and arsenic maps of risk in the main

installation rv_ili also be presented as part of this document.

Screening criteria were developed for parameter3 that were h_quenlly detected at
elevated concenizations. These criteria are reported in the following table.

Surface Soil Screening Criteria Accepted by the BCT

. Paramelel-

A_senic

Aluminu_

Benzo(a)pyre_e

Beryllium
Chromium

Sc£eenthg Value

20 m_/kg

24,000 mg/kg
0.088

1.1mg/kg
39 m_/kg l

Mang_ese l 1,300mg/kg
Iron 37,000m_/kg

Dtoxin 10 ng/kg

Anhmony 7m_/k_

PA.H Parameter Spedlic

Lead

PCB

C_ordane

Zinc

Basis

Background Range

Twice Background Mean
Residential RBC

Twice BaCkground Mean
Residential RBC

Twice Background Mean

Twice Background Mean

Background UCL95

Twice Background Mean

Residential RBC

400 mg/k S CERCLA

0.083 mg/kg Residen_al RBC

0.049 mg/k B ResidentialRBC

?3,000m_/kg Residential RBC

Action Items

Action Items from BRAC and Screening Sites Data Evaluation Workshop

Action Iteni Responsible party Date

Site 48, Building 274 Cafeteria: include ..... CEHNC .... TBD

_)nfirmation sampling for PCBs in subcontractor's

scope o£ work for removal of surface softs,
Establish contractual mechanism to perform soil CEt-I]qC/CH2M HILL ASAP

sa_pllng atBRAC Pa*%'el3,
ContractforA_plflrinrisk_r.ent CEHNC/CH2.M HILL ASAP

incorporate pRE scope into Delivery Order 9, RI

Report, and issue modified RFP [or PRE and
database consolidation.

CEHNC ASAF

OR01_5_TITj£_2DOC 3



273 7

Meeting Transcript

2) Site35(Buildlng308)

GU: In sununary for Site 35 we evaluated the followIng [surface so,l] co_sttiuen_s that were
of concern: lead, nickel, zinc, beryllium, and arsenic. We determined that for the lead

concentrations the maximum of 33.8 [_ag/kg] was below the residential risk criteria of 200

[rag/kg], nickel was also below the residential risk criteria and close to background. Nickel
value maximum was 33 {mg/kg] and the background is 30 [mg/kg]. Zinc concen_atioRs
are also below RBC [Risk-B_sed Criteria]. The _um arsenic value of 17.3 [mg/kg]

exceeds the background arsenic value of 16-5 [mg/kg], however the average arsenic valucs

axe below background. Therefore arsenic was not considered to be a contaminant of

COEIceI_*,

JE: The background WOXnot anomalous.

GU: Right.

DS: just _ additional reason and again my feeilng was the arsenic w_s elearly par t of the

background population and the p opplallon of the samples taken on the base tit within that

background population so it was not a contaminant.

GU: Okay.

GU: We also ctiscussed beryllium. And determined that the beryltiunx value of 0 95

[mg/kg] was less than twice the background value which was 1.1 [mg/kg].

JE: That is correcl.

GU: Anything else on Site 35?

JD: Don ,t include that we're going to put wells in right away tiecause that is sometlllng

that will have to be negotiated

GU: After reviewing these data we have detern_ned that surtace SOl[_ At Site 35 do not

r_quLre thr ther assessment at lifts time,

JE: That is cozrect.

DS: Agveoc1. I wonld say that Site 85 in lieu ni the contaminanis ul potentiel concern

(dieldrin) need to be carried further in the risk assessment process and we can conalder this
a transferrable dean site.

Subsurface Soil Criteria i

• , " .
GU: We also discussed sullsttrface soils and we determined at this point we need to link the

groundwater concen_ations for constituents of concern with the subsurface concenb-ations

since the only criteria are subsurface groundwater protection criteria. At this time we are
. _ , d

no goIng o be evalua_ng them agam_ the groundvca er cr ena until t was detemune

there was an impact on groundwater.

SP: That i_ our remedial investigation activity.

GU: That's right. Now what are we going to say about whether _ve have adequate well

coverage.
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IE: Well we don't yet.

JD: But there's no indication that we need to do something right now.

DS: Not for the purposes of this meeting now.

GU: Well, no. I guess the other issue is, are we going to be chasing groundwater? How do I
know that I don't have a groundwater problem if I don't have adequate wells?

DS: Well, my opL._on on that is there's going to be more groundwater chasing because
there are contamthant_ above MCL underneath the maln in_ll_tion. Eventually the_e will

be more groundwat_" data.

JE: The hot tom line is that we have so much idierence in ottr groundwater informatlon in
the main instaUarion tllat I can't feed comfor table with it- We need to have more contznl

then we've got. So those a ddirionaI wells would bring greater ,comfort for the contaminants
that WC"know we've got. The pot_nlfome_T_c surface wonld _ve us the in_o_tion about

whether we've got a groundwater problem or not, say metals or anything else that is now

unde _ stucly.

Site 51-Lake Danialson Outlet Ster_wa ter Drainage Ditck

GU: Okay. This is the summat3_ for Site 51. We had iron at ler_ than half of hackground.
We had lead well below hackground. Magnesium and manganese are also below

background. Nickel does exceed background but it's also below the residential criteria.
Manganese exceeds realdent_al criteria but is below background - that's based on a soil

background value that included 22 detectfons for manganese so it's a solid hackgro_xnd

vainc. Benzo(a)pyrene exceeded the industrial RBC and is below background. However, the

b_ckground concen_atlon is based on a no,parametric dish-lbulion which included a
ma almttm value of 0.96 mg/kg

SP: Greg-you said benzo(a)pyrerle cxceede_l the indilisrlal RBC, it did r_ol It exceeded the
residen_al RBC,

GU; Okay, my mlstake. Benzo(a)pyrene exceeded the realdentiel, not the indus_ial.
However, there is not much confidence in the background valuc diat was used. Th_rethre,

we wiIl go ahead with a risk assessment based on that benzo(a)pyrene exceedance as well
_s the dieldrin exceedance assodated with the site. Beryltium is sin_ar concentration to •

background values. This is all for surface soil. For surface water, we had arsenic exceed2ng a
low ambient water quality cnteris; however, it is an order of magnitude below background

• value so arsenic wRl not be consdd_red a contan_inant nl concern, A ditch is also onslte -- the

sediment DDD do_s not exceed background, but does exceed the NOAA valu_ and is not

considered significant. Any other comments?

DS: I would add to the fogic on the s_dime_t value f_r arsenic is that there¸is n° threat t°

human health _nd the only question involved is ecologic risk. I just don't think that the

sediment environment in the drainage disch presents a_y ecology that needs protection.

SP: We do no_ believe that ditab provides any ecofogic habitat.

GU: That ditch is concrete lined.

SP: It is concrete lined and predort0axa_dy dry.

O_0130_S•_T_•_O _ 5
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GU: Our final recommendation for gtie 51 is that we are going to carry through the risk

assessment only for surface soils for benzo(a)pyrene and dieldrin.

IE: Was there any substtr£ace information?

GU: We did not look at subsurface information.

TI: We're not doing beryllium? We &re not carrying beryllium?

GU: That's correct because it's simtia_ to the background value. Again, we're not hididr tg

at the subsuxface soft because of the groundwater transfer issue.

Arsenic Background Value

GU: The carcinogenic health-risk value is 0.43 ug/kg. The recommended value from this

table is 23.3 [ug/kg], which is also a non-carcerogerdc value. Based on the tiistribuBon of
arsenic both onsile and within the background data, there would appear to be a break in the

population dJs_'ibution near the value of 20 ug/kg. This 20 is associated with a background

distribution - the three highest values in the ba_grctmd distribution are 19.1, 20.8, and

27.7 ug/kg. The value o£ 27.7 [ug/kg] was removed as an outlier. The value of 20.B [ug/kg]
was trttrtcated. The statistics i_dicate that the range of the background values is up to

20.8 [ug/kg]. We will tlse 20 [ug/kg] o_sa criteria based on backgroural as a cutoff.

DS: Maybe to put it a little bit dgferently and looking at il ftom die EPA's perspective from

C 1-122_ t-I]LL's plot of rank order versus eo_xcentzation, it's qmte clear that any arsenic
concentration in the screening or gRAC sites up to about 20 mg/kg is clearly part of the

background distribution the sante distaSbution as the background. Eventually I think
statistical tests wtil demonstrate that above 20 gets a lithe "ropey" because there o_en't that

many background samples above that level oald I don't think we can clearly demon,qtrate

that any arsedic value above 2[3 mg/kgs is part of the backgrounti population. Therefore

that's why I think that's a good cutoff value for screening _rsemc levels.

SP: Dan, woald you like to say anything abeut the vahdity of the carckaogenis RBCs of .437

D5: It's 0 43. It's the obvious screettil_g level that we use th Region 4 hir arsenic so our

whole ozgument t_n raising ar sehic to screening criteria of 20 mg/kg is based on

background. It is not any shift in what we are using for the risk-based concentration suite.

We're iust using regional backgrotmd.

JE: TDEC agrees.

Aluminum Criteria

GU: Re_arding the aluminum criteria, we decided to go widx twice the background value

which is 24,000 mg/kg. This is because aluminum is a common compound in the soil, and
the data we have onsite is not significantly different than the background distribution.

Beryllium Criteria

PC: Thexe are several sims with beryllium above the resitiential screening cxileria. Only

one with the highest concentration of 1.6 mg/kg is sligBtiy above the background
cortcentration of 1.1 mg/kg which is 2 times the mean background so that the decision is to

use the backgromad czlteria for screening for beryllium, because it's a regional background
iSSUe.
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JE: TDEC concurs,

DS: Yeah, we went over the background data for bePyllium criteria and background is a

good number.

Chromium Criteria

GU: We have decided to use the RBC to healLh-based ¢fi Icria _or chromium. The basis is

because the background is below it.

SP: Residentlal is based on hexavalent chromimn wBich i_ a ¢on_ervalive heal_ nsk

approach.

DS: We're cordident that any level of concenl_ation of e&coraium below 39 ppm (the

residential RBG) is not a health risk in any way. It is protec_ve.

Manganese Criteria

SP: Manganesevalue-_itha backgToundof 1300ppmandone-tenththere_idcntial

screening is 180 So the actual residenlJal RBC is 1800 with our background being 1300

we're choosing a more cor_ervalive,value which is th_ background¸ Screerdng criteria for

manganese will be background of 1300 ppm.

J_: That is correct.

Iron CHterla

PC: Asalongaswe'redoin_thatabackgroundofironis37,000rag/kg. Thescreerdng

6umber for the ri_k ba_ed residential screer_Jag is 2300 mg/kg.

$P: We have a background of 37,000 mg/kg. We have residential RBC of 2300.

Group _dscussion

DS: Was anything above background?

PC: 2 values and 1 was 66,154 of 5 or 6 percent iron.

JD: Were they on the same $itc_?

Pc: Oh, I'm sorry those are parcels. Sites 55 and 83.

Gr o_]p discussion

JE: I don_ s_ a n_d to evaluate iron,

JD: I concur.

Group discussion

DS: It's not a significant contaminant.

D$; I'm glad there are only two otherwise I'd say this ia ridiculous.

SP: Screening criteria for iron e_dances ia the background for the region which ix

37,000 ppm.

JE: I concur.

OI_QI;_IH45 MT._d_2 _IC 7
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Group discussioz_

Dioxin Criteria

GU: The cons ft tuent of concern right now is dioxin.

PC: Let's discuss the potenftal applicability of the EPA value of 1 ppb in use of screening.

JE: Wewflt_toascertamtheuseofthatvaluethisaftemoon- Justforinformafionoux "

twice l_ackground criteria is 10 parts per trillion and our residential RBC was 4.1 parts per
trillion. We had about 10 or 12 samples that exceeded the twice background criteria. Yet we

are still going to evaluate the EPA value. The rule of thumb is I part per billion as a

screening criteria, We will revisit this contaroinant and make a decision later.

GU: Diox_n in surface soil. EPA has recommended using a screening value of 1 ppb.

D$: Wrong. For$creenthgandriakasse_smentpurposeswerecommendthelfigherof

either background or the human health taken from the RBC tables: The standard accepted

cleanup levels for remediation goals for dioxth is I ppb. So the risk assessment should not

be performed for those values below background on the RBC tables since the remcdiafon

goal would turn out to be less than'_ Fpb.

DS: Scientific data shows that there's no protection of human health caused by cleaning up
to the lower levels

GU: We have consistent Riox_l detections in surface soft in all 22 background s;unples. We

have a solid background value for it.

DS: So the decision for screening purposes is that we will use 2 times background mean

Group discussion

SP: The background vahie thnt is in the table is 10 paris per triltion tor surtace soil. l don't

know if that has already been doubled

GU: It is based on the 95 percent upper coEtfalel_ce linut on a IogrLorma] distribution. So

background is not ql.tlte the mean. Background is basecl on the UCL 95 for lognormal
dlstribufion-

Antimony Criteria

GU: The criteria for antmxeny is 7 rag/kg, wl_ch is based on twice the men background

concentration of 3.5 rng/kg. The me;_n background o0ncentration is based on I detec fton
out of 22 in surface sot.

]E: And I'd say thai is pretty conse_a_ve

PAIl Criteria

DS: We wanted to extablish an objective screening criteria for be_zo(a)pyrene. I feel like the

population and background isnot very good. It'snot a very good thing#pluswith the

benzo(a)pyre-ne even with the background s0amp le.n you're not really sure whether this is a
region wide thing or a hotspot in the background. Therefore, the only number that we

could have any much faith in showing _xe scaeeoing criteria is the residential RBC which is

0.088 mg/kg, I guess I don't have anything else to say about that.

ORO_ _0845.MT.ZT_0_2.DOC 0
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JE: TDEC agrees.

GU: One more time on'PAils. We are using the residential risk based criteria for PAHs

because background concent_ailo_ are based on a low number of detects, the values are

sporatic and they are not representative of background. So we will go ahead and use the
risk-based RBC.

JE: TDEC concurs.

SP: EPA concurs.

Lead Criteria

GU: 400 mg/kg is the screening criteria for lead.

JD: I thought the RBC _ 200.

SP: It might be The cleanup goal is 400 so let's go ahead and screen it all that. Thatcs the

only contaminant EPA has CERCLA cleanup guides for. go let's go ahead accept that
nuiY_be]'.

J

JE: Axld that s residential cleanup.

GU: So our screening criteria for lead will be the residential cleanup value of 400 mg/kgs in
sub:face soil.

JE: That's probably one o f the best deci_io_._ we've made ail day

Group discussion

Cadmium Criteria

DS: NO risk assessment for cadmium. It ,ws not necessary. The reason being that it'g right

there within the range of background 3nd well below the RBC and in the range of 1/10 RBC

and was only seen at 3 different sites in just a few s_,ples so there's no need tc worry
about cadmium in suxface soil

PCB CriIeris

SP: There are three different PCB RBCs here. Well there's the general dne and then there's

two carcinogenic effects.

JE: I'm not sure but I think the other two are used for general purpose.

Group discuSSion
L

JE: Now do we want to go as far as to break d down into the PCB isomers.

GU: The data was ail repor!ed as Ardclor 1260.

gP: And to do the different cogener analysis is pretty extensive analysis. It's not worth it.
iVLight as wall look at the most to)dc one.

DS: Thafs the way it was analyzed so it was all analyzed .as A_-oclor ].260. It will drop out
of the risk assessment. We can use the background value,

OR01_ 5_T ZT_O2.00G D
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Group Discussion

SP: Tlae RBC residential for the general PCB is 0.083 ppm and that's a carcthogenic affect,

The value of 0.319, I don't know where this came from. That might be some other standard.

or something. Maybe that's one of the older numbers that CH2M HILL didn't catch when

they went througl_

JE: It makes me feel like we ought to go hack and spot chack ottr RBCs.

SP: I've been checkthg them. Thats the first one Pve seen that was different.

GU: We were going to use the values for Arodor-1260 concentration of 0.083 mg/kgs
residential and 0.74 mg/kg industrial. These would be used as the screening values in

surface SOILS.

JE: We're not distinguishlng hatween industrlal and residentlal, are we?

GU: No. But we will be scTeenJng against the residential criteria, and we need to update the
table for both residential and industrial czitefia.

Chlordane Criteria ,,

GU: For both gamma and alpha chlordane we will use liae residential RBC value as the

screening value•

Zinc Criteria

GU: There are ordy two zLnc detecfior_ above residential RBC criteria. Residentlal RBC

will be used as the screening criteria since the backgzound value is well below resic!ential
RBC.

DS: I just want to add that one of the reasons Ihat we want to maintain that for zinc is that
here at Site 83 it looks like it contributes to a whole bunch of metals. The only place it's

found is this facdity,

GU: Above residential KBC, yes.

DS: Well in any event fl_is is a sandblast area and there seems to be an abundance of

contamination of metals so we don't want to d_op z£_¢ (_ilt of the risk calculations. It also

looks tike just as a side note, Site 83 could be a candidate/or removal. It looks Eke the
a,e tals will give a hazard quotient of greater than one even for mdttstrial zeoze sce_alzo.

Site 4B-Building 274 Cafeteria

SP: Site 48, which is Bdilding 274, the cafeteria, is a potential early removal site due to
PGBs. Three PCB hits o_t of five exceed t_e.residential RI3Cs, the higheal being 1.4 ppm.

Also dieldrin which exceeds three samples residential RBC. All the samples are surface soil

samples. The likely action is going to be a shallow soft Eemoval and backfill and clean
material and reestablishing the grass cover.

DS: I'd like to add that this is one of the highest priority sites for reuse by the State
Technical Institute.

ORO I00945.MT_.DOC 10
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SP: Upon completion of removal ac_on I'm sure we will put into the coniraethr's scope to

do confirmation sampling and we'll have him look par _cularly for pestlrid_ and PCBS,
which ale oui two concerns.

JE: You mean after you fffi th backfill?

SP: No before you _ll. At the bottom of your excavation.

JE: Why?

SP: To have numbers plug back into the RI process again.

Group Discussion

JE: We know we're probably going to have similar leve_s at depths as we have at the

surface and even hotter maybe• What good is it to know that? We're going to covex it with
dean material.

SP: Well, right now, do you think the 1,4 ppb is gcfmg to go thxough elsk 0ssessment _nd

result in anything other than no furtlher action?

_E: No, so why do ? We're performing a rcnaedy bas_s we re not us doing a removal.

We're actually filling and providing established grass cover and that's going to be the

remedy. And that grass cover will have to be maintained and that's going to have to be

written into the lease (_r deed that's going to be done

SP: Possibly even the waxning tape placed beneath the clean fill for fuWre construction
"_rOr ke_s.

PC: Are we talking about 13ullthng 274? T_at would be written into any lease and/or

puxchase documenL we could write that in Glen, that comment you made earlier about the

FOSL, this is what needs Io go in,

SP: But are we _aying that a_ter digging this 12 inches and the appropriate real estate

con tingencisG tths siLe cou]d be ROD'ed with no further action? If you don't want us to take

sample_, then that's..,

JE: I think the samples are going to be collected and they axe probably g&mg to wind up

being to some degTee somewhat relatively hot. Are we going to do anything else?

Group Discussion

DS: You really think so?

JE: I was under the impressiozl that we thought the PCgs we_'e theze _s a result of the

excavation to build a building and that as su_i_ those PCBs we see _t the surface may

actually be diluted soils from depth. Meaning if we go deeper, we are probably going to get

hotter. Let's remove the veneer on top that represents a direct o0ntact risk, replace it with
dean fill and let that be it.

DS: At some point you have to demonstrate thexe's no risk-

•JE: Well you do that by sampling your cover after its established. I would say.

D_ D i _45.MT_L_2.DO C



273 15

DS: We need tomake sure we're gettingdean fill.You may want to sample the fillbefore

you even letittouch the grotmd. We don'twant toinheritsomeone's problems.

fi: You may want todo thatprior toexcavagon so thatyour excavuiion won't fillup with

water while you're waiting forresults.

fiE:That sounds tikea plan and a wrap on thisthing.

GU: Site48 isa removal candidate.

BRAC Parcel 3 Field Sampling

GU: We are discussing sampling at BRAC Parcel 3, we have discossed locating a couple of

s_L'np]es in the low part of the play area between the swing and the pool. ODe sample from

the upper portion of _ area and a composite sample from all the haze _eas by the swings,

e_¢. I discussed another sampling effort at the baseball diamond, one composite sample

from the diamond itself and a composite sample from the out fidd. Basebati diamond

sampling shonld consist of a composite sample from soft within the diamond itself _md a

composite from the outfield, probably 4 or 5 sample locailor_ in the outfield,

Building 649 '_

GU: We are discussing Butiding 649 located in the centex of the facility. We have discussed

two sample points associated with that building, A suzface soil sample on the western

margin of the building Cl02 and a boring in the southern portion of the building SBTOF.
Cor_ tituents of concern at C102 are pestiddes; dieidrln, DDT, and DDE. It would appear

that these pesticides are part of the general pesilelde application as they are within the

range of the pesticides flwoughout the eastern porfi(In of the surface soil on the main
instal]ation. All substrr face soil concentratioI_ from samples :3 to 5 feet below stir face and 8

to I0 feet below surface were below b,_ckground or risk based criteria. SO we have
det_rrn]ncd that the site is a candidate for lease.

Group Discussion

DS: I woald like to point out for the record, dieldrin is well above the inthlsttial RBC

Bu tiding 630

GU: Building 630 has associated with it a BRAC sampling location Cll.2 in the northwest
comet. The closest sereenmg site sample was SS46D taken next to the railroad _raeks

approximately 1O0 _eet west of the building. The only constituents of concern here are again

diel thrin and other pesticides. Same issue as Buildthg 649. Pesilc[ des apFear Io be part of
the distx'ibufion in the eastern areas, Suitable for 1ease. The bui_ ding was identified as a

CERFA category 3 which indicates that it is available for lease. The samples were taken
the determination was m_de, so there has been _ predetermination that the building can be

leased.

DS: Suitable for lease.

ORO t _B45.MTJ_Jg_2.DOC 12
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Group DisCussion

Pesticide Application

JE: I would like to know how other installations handle these types of problems [referring
to elevated dieldrin levds in surlace softs] because I know they have had them. I'd like to

know what happened, what the outcome was.

GK: At Homestead AFB, if the p_ticides were there as the result of proper application,

they didn't care what the number was.

DS: How do you know that it was there due to proper application?

SP: Because the operators were seat to the proper classes.

GKa That's right. They were military people who were lxained in predsion application..

DS: And I believe it was probably done more carehtlly here than it would have out in the

general populace. On the other hand, it was done a lot more otten here. I mean, if its a
serious health ask? If it were a little blt'above, then I could buy that argument, but when

lies way above... .,

JE: There is a pont where the toxicology overwhelms whatever protocol was used for
proper application.

Building 629

GU: There was no sampling around lius bmlding. This building is contained within BRAC

Parcel 12. It is presumed because the BRAC sampling pomta around Parcel 12 contain
dieldrin above industrial criteria that there will be a similar exterior dieldrin problem
associated with Site 629. But 629 is suitable thz lease.

Building 835

GU: Wilh regard to Building 835, there is nD data, no BRAC, or screening site data

ilnxnediately associated with thi_ building, However, it is a newer building, bruit in 1985.

The samples for both BRAC and SerceulIIg Sites that are in Parcel 32 do not indacate

significant elevated levels of cEaldrin. So the die!drln conccntratiort_ expected around

Building 835 would be low,

DS: There are other samples in the parcel but not associaled with 835 that are right on the

border line for our screening values for arsenic and PAils. However, Building 835 itself has .

been sampled and that was dean. That building is probably suitable for Ixans fe¢ for

industrial reuse easily.

gitewlde PRE

SP: What we have been talking about is an RI caliber exercise. It might be prelimi_ to

the RI but we have.to recognize that's not under eonlxgct. From the BRAG, sarL-mning site,

and the RI fieldwork (the data reports we already have], there may be ways that Julian cam
have CH2M HILL do this work under that with some remalulng Itmds, but I don't know

and that's up to Julian.

J.D: Some of the stuff is clearly outside the scope of work.

URO1_84KMT_I_ 13
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DS: But to me here's where fast tzack comes in. I wouid say fine, just an NPL site. Wait for

the RI and make the decisions based on the information that comes through from that, But

any preliminary information you can get to address this obvious dieldrin problem and

maybe arsenic sir_ce they are kind of a basewide thing and affect a whole 1o_ of parcels is

goin_ to help me declare if there can be a no further actio, decision. At least say that this
site is a transferrable site. In the interest of fast _rack, I don't care if it's an official formal

Superfund doctLmcnt or any kind of data synthesis that is going to help me to give me some
comfort that there is not a major health issue at a given site. This allows me to say, "Great.

• Pu _ it in the transferable eo]unln." It's a BRAG issue, not only an RI.

GU: One thing I was "thinking of as your were talking earlier is a way to get this

information out would be to e_sentiaUy do these across site issues for dieldrin and arsenic

and package them in a standalone TM format again, issue that with another set of _ables
that would have the PR.E numbers and put those into the exls _ng screening site and BRAC

parcel letter reports. So amend the rabies that are in there with the risk assessme.t tables
and add a section that would be a discussion of the lfisk associated with that site.

DS: I hear three things. (1) Use the screening ¢rltena that we h_ve agreed on here these Iast

couple days to resort the data, (2) we need to assemble a table with the contaminants of

potential con_m wkdch is what corhes out of that screening, and (3) PREs site by site.

GU: Iff(_w do we want that r c _e_¢l up?

DS: Group them by parcel

GU: We've got two things we're trying to establish. (1) If the screening sites that are part of

the CERCLA program need to be graduated into the RI. and (2) looking at the data across

the BRAC parcel, what are the risks for BRAC ]easing?

JE: I think we need to remember Ihat our BRAC sampling procedure was designed to pick

up where screening ]eft off. So in a sen._e all ser_ening sa]npling is also part of the BRAC

process as well

GU: Screening is real[y a subset of the BIC_C in that sense.

JE: _d il will eventuaUy be a subse_ o f the RI il"it n'_,ke_ it that far.

SB: Dan, let me get a clarification on one thing, you say you want a table Lhat has PRF-s tot

contanxL._an_ of concern after the sereenlng process and we're really talking _bout the

¢o_aminanL_ and sites of concern _fter we've gone through th_ thin_ _ ',v_"ve been talking

abut thelast twodays_ •

DS: Right. No, _o, You only do it for the ones that exceed the aereerdng levels.

SB: I just wanted to make sure I understood that correctly. I guess the_e is no harm in

running PRI_ on the sites we have already discussed.

SP: Dan, you had tl_cee points. Tb.e _irst one was reformat the lettea" reports, conduct the
PRE_...

DS: .. and the third was to synthesize the risk evaluation where we turn Vijaya or Pat
]oose,

SP: Is that specific to arsemc and dieldrin?

OAO i _OB45.MTa'U_:__O0_ 14
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DS: Yes, it is because there is nothing else. Really, all we've got are a few isolated hifs of

PAHS and there is no point in doing it for that.

SP: And that synthesized risk asse_ent could be made part of a TM fomtat

GU: Yes. I thought ai one point we discussed doing a big picture risk map. Do the PP_ for

all the carclnogel_s and all the non_m'dnoge_ and come up with two numbers-two

maps...non-_arcLnogens and cardnogem.s map. So we would add it and look across all
contaminants, and I mess we'd do it for every sample location.

DS: That's especially appropriate for metals.

GU: So that would be part of the maps. The big picture risk TM would include those series

of maps plus individu al maps for didddn and arsenic.

JE: i don,t see how cal_Lnogen is going to hiok any di/femnt _om the dinldrin map but if it
does...

DS: So the dielcifm and the arseulc would jffst be spesific_

IE: When you're doing arsenic you might as weII throw in Some sites with high arsenic
concentrations with other metals so it makes sense to _eat the metals all at once.

VM: The o¢_y outstandkng metal would be lead

DS: I d_d n't think we had that much lead.

GU: I thought we said that our isad was awfully close to background.

JE: We're u sh_,g 400 for our screening value•

D5: _rhat about I(I sites, do we need to roll those in too (to the risk assessment)?

GU: That's what 1 was getting at with the BRAC. You're really looking at the risk

associated wiin the parcel you'd h_ve to look at all the data.

DS: Yeah, rlghi, I'd gke to s_e it all in that form.

SP: Getting heck to that concept we had back in January or February about having a

unified data reportl This is similar to that it's just a unified risk map, looking at the

cumniahve risk from all the parcels.

TT: it is p_cel by parcel and the only way to inte_ate and synthesize that is to have all

contaminants from all sampling displayed and analyzed parcel by parcel.

SB: A_nl I mistaken or doesn't that back v.s to where we were _ few days ago. I mean if you

want to do a reasonably accurate map, certainly there will be those areas [using] the sites

we have already identified as being above some criteria, but if you are hying to merge

contours you will use all the available data, even ff its on those sites that we have said,

"Well there is no point in looking at these sites a_ymore."

GU: Mechaulcsily its a matter ol calculating a pILE.

DS: 1 would hate for it to cloud the facitity-wide issues. If _t's an isolated site (Site 83) sil

the metals are real.high and it's the sand blasting area, it's very obvious that it needs to
have the top 6 or 12 inch_ of soft reatoved. You plot that and factor that in with the fesihty

O RO 1 _ 45•,MT _%7d_02,_ 0 _ 15 •
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wide issue about metals, not carcinogens, and its likely to cloud the issne because you're

going to have bJgh numbers. I clon't know how yon're going to synthesize thle, but

factoring in your contours and all of a sudden peal< up you know and stop. Then yon end

up with these contour lines that say "U you look at this area and it's really away from thai

site it's gothg to look higher because you have to equa]2y space the lines in between." •

GU: What you could do is actuaky try to I_ige (contour using st_tlstical tech_ques) it,
determine how correlated the risk is.

DS: it,s going to show some risks on some sites that we have dismissed. 'W'e haven't
dismissed the sites.

]E: Sites that we have developed a screening process that '_ill dismiss them _nd yet when

we look at the iz_formatlo_ from strictly objective risk cer tainly there's going to be those

pAHS that we _d were ath'ibutab!e to the tacillly here.

DS: i don't think so because they _re afreafiy going to be screened out and not be

coI]sider eth Nothing wilJ be ¢o_idered that is already s_eeDed out.

VM: ActuallyIthinkthat'sagc_d_ointf2_atS¢ottmade. lfyouareplo_geverythLng,

and the risk happens to be less than l0 _, i_ would still show up on the _n_ps with the risk

level pretty low. That could be the orgy situation.

DS: Screeming criteris is based on 10_-

]E: If you're gothg to do a contour map you*re g(_t t(_ utilize ell the irLforIna_°n that Y°u've

got in order to have some legitimate contours instead of _l_fidel one_.

Group Discussion

GU: I'd [ike to clear exactly wha_it is we're going _ t_rnaround. | _tndersland we're gothg

to do the maps for risk assessment. Two across a]l ¢onsthu_nt_ and one for the d_eldr Lqand
one for the arsenic. We're goi_ to do the PRE on e_sentisgy all sa]npie points at all sites.

SP: And add that to you_ data _ble fromyou_sltelet_er repc_rt draf_

GU: Right. Here's my question. If we're going to do that on a screening site by screening
site basis because we have to make that detea'm_a gon. How ate we goiz_g to package the

BRAC? Are the BRAC repo_s going to be all data? Right _ow they just consist of the BRAG

sample dat_ which doesn't seem to make much s_e. It's isolated.

JE: Why can we not incorporate it with the scteen_-'_g data?

GU: Not iust the screening data theze's also the PJ data.

JE: I understand that but clo it by p_rce3.

GU: You can do that.

JE: By parcel packages, t.hat's the way st'aft is going to be _far_ed and in mo_t eases

that's were risk is going to be a differen_ scenario. I mean several parcels might have the

same indus_al type _eenario but there might be som_ tbetare going to be different.

VIM: So if we do them by parcel we will not here sites anl_aore or wilI that be a sep_ate

issue?
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JE: No. It would be a site within a parcel repot t.

JD: We're still going to have to have sites for the RI. That's where we are accountable

SP: You have ILI sampling doctmaent letter reports from dif feret3t parcels, for example,

parcel 34 and within it you have Site No. 27, the only RI site within that parcel, You can take

the different letter reports and I don't see why not have the BRAC, screening, and 173 data

within each letter report, but sEdl have it idenllged as separate sites. You've already done
that.

GU: We would basically call it a pared report. It would tabulate all of the data. It would be

blind to the type of site to which the data belong. We would tag it to which site it belongs
to- so we Would know which one was a R1 and which one isn't, but we not going to t_" to

disthago2sh the risk associated with a particular RI site. It just becomes part of that parcel

blend. Then we have a separate set of letter reports strictly for the s_eenlng sites because
we need to deal with them under GERCLA and detexmlne whether they need to be trader

the RIs.

JD: No. [ thsagree.
i,

DS: Woaldn't that fag out anyway because we l_king a the risk at each parcal.

JD: Our screening site reports are comparable under the CERCLA process _nd we have to

keep it there so we can find out where it is. You may have to have a separate parcel report
that integrates all the data, but we need the screening data

GU: The way it is now, the screening sites would be a stand alone report from thls parcel

report.

General Discussion

VM: yes, because you're going to have to redo the screenLtxg site report

DS: I tbhik that's a good idea.

VM: WedEdn'tgettbescreening_i_ereportweexpected Thnt has to be redone.

JS: Are we talking about a whole new thlng?

JD: The BCT wants a new delivery order for the parcel Basically most of the RI work will

be done, it's just basically putting the data together.

JS: Well what about the RI report then?

GK: Well in otl_r words we're pushing it back if we are gohig to redo the sar_ning and

then we're talking about a new BRAC report, the RI report is going to be pushed back

Which will push hack the t_k assessment.

JD: YOU know that this i,_ going to mess up the risk assessment because just two people, Pat

and Vijaya, are working on it The BCT will have to understand.

JS: Well, let it be known that everything wed be pushed back.

D9: This is not a major project.

JS: It's a contract mechanism though.

0 RO 130845.LU./2_ 02.D 0 C I?
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]D: No. it'snotaeontractmechaniBm. Youmustreahzethatthere'sjustsom_nypeople

and so many hours in the day. That's the problem.

]E: Let CI-12M I-fILL tell us what they can do.

GU: You and I, Pat, need to discuss wb_t we can do,

DS: [fyoucandoafullblownRIinthenexttwomonthsmaybewecouldgoaheadinstead

of pushing that back but I was getting the hnp_es_ion that was going to take longer.

GU: The full blown risk assessment would take longer.

DS: you're right. What Pm saying is if we can*t eliminate a lot of the 51tes golng through
the full risk assessment process, tl_en maybe Glen is right, just stay on track and do the RI

and wait uniil that's done before we Lr_ude the synth_is in flu. RI with the baseline

assessment. My idea was that a preliminary risk evalualion would allow us to pull sites out

of the CERCLA process sooner. But, if the State wants the full risk assessment anyhow on a

site where PRE gives you a 104 risk, then we might as well go ahead and get that on track.

SP: Before you answer that Glen, I need to aak Dan sometlung that ] didn't understand.

You said the PRE is going to sdU gd'baak to RBC for cc nhsminanis specific and then
accumulate the nsk.

DS: That's what a PRE is.

SP: If what we've done in the last t_vo days is to look at each and every contaminant on

this site and tilt ow out those that are below our sc_eeming values the majority of ou_

screening values are already at the reaidenfiai RBC. The exceptions are arsenic, and a couple

ofmetais I sareadytha,thenlsthePREgongtod_rowo an} ]ring ha wehavent

already thrown out and could it not in fact bring sites back in?

DS: No. It g_ves you a risk number azal It gives you an industrial risk number and a
residential risk number. Obviously if you're above the sc_cel_ilxg levels the PRE i_ going to

give you a number above lO_ So if you're prepared o look at the cumulative r sk and t s
stdl under 10 _ and you look at thai and aze able to he conriorLakle with saying that we

don't need any remediation here, the site is okay to bramafer, _ is an acceptable risk. Its

tl_er_ out of the process

SP: You're willthg to do that but I don't think unless dieldchl or arsenlc a_e resolved...

DS: I don't have a hard line saying that, for example, I'm going Io accept 3×10"_and not
5xlO _.

.JE: I thir_k we'll be somewhat corafor table with acceptlng 10 =i f on a PRE basis if we fee 1

corn fordable that a fuji blown Hsk assessment would [_rovide no addi_onai value.

DS: l can't fl_i_nk o f any situaUon where a fun blown risk assessml.ent would glve you a

higher rlsk nuraber.

JE: I'm saying that I0_ issue is equlvaient to the d_k of one th a huncLred thousand deaths.

DS: Not really, be:cause the PRE is so con_valhie.
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JE: Andthat'swerewearegoingtoh_vetoknowonapartJcularbasisoranyparticular

situation whether _':e had a sqod comfort that that was so conservative that would be the
case. I feel fairl comfortable, but felt like we were a little consea_atJve with the ]?RE leveI

that gave us 10 '_, especially mid-to-low 10 _, I fee] fairly comfortable with it. If we are

approachJnE; 10 _ ]evel and especially i_ we're appro_chLng at an area where I don't have a

great comfort Lha_ we are ullTa conserva_ve at the PRE levd.

DS: l_y ]ook at L,hjs list here. At a n_trctber o_ sites it was a mattex of ] or 2 contarnman_ so
there you're talking low 10 _, closer to 10 _, even on a PRE so there is an opportunity to

streamline the RI process there.

SP: We thePREi_golngtogobackandusethedieldr_doLherresider_tialRBCsand
industrial RBCs to look at two PREs.

]E: • The State is ready to say r_ght now if the Reuse Authority has declared that certain

areas are goir.g to be used for whatever industrial purposes, the State is ready to accept that
the industrial RBCs are to be used.

DS: On a PRE basis?

JE: Yes.

DS: Well that would reaUy sUreamIme the PRE process

JE: Aslongasweallundcrstandthatandwe'reallreadytoacceptthat.

DS: Because ortce you ge_ into _e RI you've gotta do both residen_al and indus_i_l.

D$: h' you're turnin_ over somet2_Lng based on indus tr_l risk t hen that requ_es a dced
restriction

_'D: Butthedeedrestrictio_couldbeenforceclandilwouldbecomepartofthepub[i¢
,fccord.

]E: It will be part of the p_tbl_¢ record but lhose things h_,e a way of being forgotten and
lo_t.

DS: Nobody knows whether they are enforceable or not.

JE: The way the records are done in Shelby County is a_oclous. The deed i_self do_n't
have a notice. It's microfilmed somewhere way tin,tracheal, remotely referenced.

DS: It'sce_taJrflyanacceptableprooedure(deedrestrict_on)espeoallyforBRACsites.

GK: Danitsoundslikeyouricleawillstreamlineitquiteabit,

DS: Well I thLr_ it's an opI)ortunity to move site_ from Colunm A to Column B qulcker-

Now, is it mote total work doing this than in doing an RI?

General Discu_si(_n , •

GU: If it worl_ out that we're dropping sites from the IL!consideration _t the PRE level it

could s_ve some but i_ still more effort.

DS: I_ s011 pr6bably adds up m a litde more.

OROlfl_45 MT_2 O(_ 19
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JE: The payoff is it gets you |o a FosL tTansfer status mttc2a quicker

DS: Yes. And the other advaltb_ge to me is I'm real concerned about thJs dieldrin thing.

Right now I have no idea what to do _bout this _nd that doing the earlier process, gives me

something to _'ork with a lot so_ner than w_tmg for m_ KI. Now maybe we can figttre out

how big _ problem this is before the RI comes out, but I kind of doubt it.

JO: The biggest part of RI for us and time o0nsummg p0_t ... because in my mind a large

Ipart of this should have beer_ done already...is the risk assessment, either the PRE or the
baseline. The risk discussion is still lhe major part o_ the work.

DS: Vqe said we wa_ted a few more samples. It's rtot a lot, but _ _e a few holes. I gxless

we decided we were okay on the background and them wauldlx't be much point m chasing

more die drln Jn backgr oread. It is not going to do us much good but there's a hole m one of

these parcels 02_cel 12) there's a playgTound on the golf course _ea and the ball fields, and

the easement along Perry Street that means about 3 or 4. And again, that's something that
has tobe done before the RI.

GU: We can get Lho_e samples turned around in the lab m about 14 days, not i_acluding
vMidatiozx.

Genera] Discussion

JD: But we need _o _et validation m t_aere

GU: Yes, but _/picMly wlthi_ 21 days for analysis.

JD: Now the biggest thing is time. Now y_u're t_dk_ng _bout plugging in the da t_ g_ps
We still see _other mor_th and it's not ou_ con_ractirt g process. The lab and data
va]id_tiort...so we still see at least a month _or the lab time.

GK: Like Dan is sayin_ is [h_t going to make i_ easier down the road? Is that the b_sL w_y

1o _o _o spend the _xe now make it easier laler or don't do it and do the RI process sooner?

Are we going to end up _t the same plac_ at the same time?

DS: There is zxo _oint of doing the PRE _s _f we dcclde to go clLrecdy to tl_e 1{1because [

don't think you can do a I>RE and an 1_1 and eliminate a site from ri_k assessment that fail_

screening.

GU: No.

DS: Once you get above _creeni_g and you're considering the _ite in the t_i tlxat mem_ f_n
blown risk assessmer_t.

• i

GU: $o I gue'_s wha_it bolls down to is how fast do you need th_ PRE coaffort. If it is

something that is _eeded- we ca_ _pend more tnoi_ey to get the answer quicker, is what i_ is

coming down to.

IDS: TO a cer rain exlenl, I separated BR_C _md CERCLA a little bit here ir_ that CERCLA

requirements have to be met eventu_lly, but we don't have to have 0U those ducks lined up
before we do a 1FOST.

GK: Wi_a t'_ o_ value at? How much t_me are we lalking about from here--is it going to

make a different. I understand what yo_'re t_lking about. You can do it foster _nd it's
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going to cost more money. Is it going to be 2 months faster if we do the full blown risk
asse_ment What's the d_ference here? Is it a year? Yes, then we're talkin_ some serious

time. Two months-not necessarily.

GU: We're talking about a parcel by parcel risk evaluation. That wasn't the scope of the RL

That was RI stie by RI site.

JD: We haven't negotiated that contract with you yet.

GU: My understanding is that our RI was going to be on FJ sites plus the screening sites

that graduate to RI. Now we're talking about a big thing.

JE: But it _uld be, we haven't negotiatefl that yet.

10: We could do it parcal by parcel bm we abU b,ave to tufa around and let CH2M HILL

give us a site for the ]TFA so that they have to produce anothe_ dccument.

VM: Can I say somethin_ about the PILE. As far as using the PRE a_ a Screening tool in

place of these tables that we haves I just want to talk a little about the technical issues in
both processes. It's essentially the same thing that we have here multiphed by 10 _ for

carcinogens or taking the value as _ for the non-carcir_ogens. Only thing that will raise yot_

¢on_or t level Jordan_ and you may have othcr aluciins, we will be using the maximum
detcclion concentratlon in each data set. To me as a risk assessor who has been doing this

for awh_e, there isn't arLo thor moze ¢onservnfive way of doing it. We take the nl-_xL_tUll

detection concentration, we're taking thc most copservafive risk ]eve]. I heard Dan men tion

sonle_ng abc)u t taking a little higher risk leval. What I see is that if we were to evaluate it

lust as we have been, taking ev0ry site and comparing every one it's not going to give _ny
adcgtional informa_on other than to put it in riab language. What I also heard you say is

that you are going to use that as identifying the NFA siles, _ose sites that would not

require a full bkiwn R[. So that wooid b_ the adth _onal advantage of in_pIczrLen_ng tha

[_I_,E: idcnti_ing those si_es that we do nol need to carry through thc fun blown riab
_ssessm_v_t.

DS: Sc_eenlng has been what we have been doing the last two days, IL's b_sically for

purposes o_ what is going Io _o into RI and baseline risk assessmenL So because of that we

haven'_ paid a whole lot of attention _o the ind ustrlal RBCs. Now if we do a PRE, get a r_sk
number, residential and hrdus_al, at this stage we would be looking at indu_thoi, We've

_ot the reuse plan that says indusLfial. Then Jordan and [ could have some comfort,

SB: These shas up here with the asterisk by them they were okay on the thdusb-ioi but thay
busted on the residential.

DS: I would be nise to havc t_e risk language.

VIA: Some of them would drop out if we w_re lo roise the risk level to 10_leve| as you

were talklng. There won't be any new sites introduced in i_ Some _.f them will drop out if
we raise it.

D$; I_ IS a riifferent way o| looking at it, It's a way to allow u_ to egrr_te some oite$,

GU: BaSically iru_tead of saying parameters xj y, and z exceed the thdustrial criteria we will

_ctuaUy have a number for that particular site. •
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]O: We have the statement of work written (for the Baseline Risk Assessment and the RI

Report), but based on the conversation here we may have to go back and change the

h_nguage.

GK: But we're not really going to worry about that until we do the PRE which is another

delivery order with samphng. Dan, I see where you're going and it sounds like its going to

be worthwhile, even if it pushes the RI back.

DR: It will speed up the BRAG process and slow down the CERCLA process.

General Discussion

JS: I think what we will do is take that existing scope for the RI and change it. Put in the

PRE, go on and negotiate it. We cetn have the PRE as the first deliverable. And then we can
tailor it such that if we need to go on and do the risk assessment then we could go ahead

and do it. As a matter of fact, we'd probably put that risk assessment in as an option.

]D: We have to put language in there and also we have to put another task in there for

them to do those additional analytical data that the BCT wants.

GK: How long are you talking roughly about to change the scope¢ A couple of weeks to

get your ideas down on paper.

General Discussion

GK: The field sampling. Julian and I were talking about this and he's going to go back and

look at the BRAG ILI and the screening the three delivery orders that were to collect data

and if there's money there, he might have some discussions with Greg about that sampling,

so that might happen fairly quJcldy while we're still wailang for their rcpreposal update on

that ILI scope.

J'D: Our biggest problem will be the analytical time. But in Lhat case if Vijaya's going to

produce PRE ables for resldenual RI]Cs for arseme, t s go'ng to appear that we have a

problem. Now if we run 5t with the background it will look like nothing. Should we report

bohi in this TIM report that CH2M HILL is gothg to produce.

DS: No, you sereen first and you only include sites

Jr): You'd really have to explain the screening process up front now

JR: I f_el ecmfor table with what we've done so f&r in terms wlth telling the public why we

did this. We don't believe that it is a requlrememt that DLA deaza up below background

except in cases where the risk is exlxeme and it's dearly not the case in everything that we
have Se_n. I

VM: IhavenotworkedwRhPREprocessinthepast. lhaveaeoupleo£questions£orboth

ot you. The RBC values that we used_ how flexible is that value? For example, if I were to

come up with a site specific RBC value based on the current worker scenario, current golfer
scenario_ and take the e xisllng indusinal value from Region IJ] table at 10_ risk hivel_ _ you

were sugges_g, would that be something that is accommodated in this process? And we
can discuss about the expc_sttre.

DS: I don't quite ur tderstand you. Could you go over that ag'ath?
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VM: The RBC vsiues that we have in here are ex_emely conservative and they are straight

from the Region Ill tables at 104 risk lcvsis, There was one discussion earlier we were

having about accepting it as slightly higher.

DS: No. That's a dedsion that we would make on a site by site basis. I wouldn't want to

keep the 1JRE. The whole pc}in t in this is to make it as ¢oaxservatlve as we are ever going to

get. W'D_n ] look at that nuxnber in every case, r_ot being a risk assessor. I can know that the

risk assessment will give me a lower numbe_.

VM: What is very hard hir me to deal with is if I ,.(,ere to take 10 samples in a given area,

and only one sample had a detnction, and that happens to be high right now you_ pRE will

hick that site automatically into the RI because I'm taking the maximum concentration and

ignoring everything else that's going on.

DS: Isn't that the way the full risk assessment and the RI would work?

VM: yo_ would use UCL95 and have larger n_her of samples; l would come up with an

exposure esiculation that is much lower,

SB: Exposuie other than UCL 95 e_lculatio_, the PRE is an objective ruling. I thth-k that

the highest conservative values and the standard default _enados are going to itlenfi fy

ri_ks in places where there really isn't one.

JE: I think we have t o docmnenl through the risk assessmem process when that oecura,

that is my impression.

Dg: Right, I don't want lo do that kind of filtering yet Follow the sh'ict PRE guidance.

GU: W_nl] e we are going through dlJs how difficult will it he to calculate the UCLg5 on one

of the parcels?

DS: yes you could put a colua_n on the table with a note that saul, for example, only one of

ten saraples or _omething like that,

GU: You could just read the averaging data on these parcels, right?

DS: Knowing that the pl_. is based (hir example) on one hit and nine non_eteets would

certainly help md make a risk management decision.

VM: I think we all keep going bach to the same point of 0xsenic and dieldrin as site-wide
issues. What would be hard is when we do the PIKE and everythlng shows up to be a high

risk. That could be difficult for us to make a decision too because el the dlel chin.

JE: it,s kind of the way it goes unless some of ottr research irclieates some standar tl or

screei_ir_g value.

SIp: That you use someththg other than the RBC for dieldrin.

SB: So why do we want this document out there that identifies all these places with risk? ]

just don't see any reason to put aU this down.

VM: It's not true risk per se it's just a scxeeulng ratio.

SB: It's just a sc_eerdng ratio hut il goes in the public. It _eally won't matter what the

purpose is and what the defaults are and how much sdence goes behind defending that this
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=s really not as true as the full blown risk assessment version, It won't matter. It's going to
be a worse number and that's the one we're going to hang on,

]D: you've got a point,

JE: l hadn,t thought about that and that's why irdtially I said maybe we should select site

to do pRE_ on the sites that are dosed.

SB: Maybe you should do a PIKE on the whole dieldrin and arsenic issue and leave it at

diet.

gp: i tell you, ff we get the dieldaln issue resohied, the Est of sites is golng to g° d°wn-

DS: Not oniy that, but inok at ail the sites that we don't have dieldrin. These are the °nes I

think that arc going to fall out of the FRE process.

SP: With the few exreptlons, the paint bl0.st _rea, which are early removal randidates-

DS: Here we,re going to add these risks and the rlsk for lndush'ia] screening and the PRE

is.

GK: That's going to fallout anyway eventually.

DS: Eventually.

SP: But Scott is ta]king about preventing a situation that is very hard t° rectifY'

GU: But it's not any different than what we've done here today in concept in that we are

using an essentially more sophisticated screening document

JE: It doesn't matter to me how we do this If we do this with a PRE we have to be upfront
with what the PRE is and explain it in as simp]e terms as possible as being prelindnary,

makes a lot of assttmpfions, it LSnot the final rick evaluataon or risk analysis, It ts

prehnaJnary and it alh_ws us to remove those that we not a problem so that i doesn' cos
more money and mo;e time going to the full risk assessment for all of them. I feel a little bit
better now becallse [*v_ golt_n the i_pression ;v(, C_n I_ove risk asses_Yllen t for%vat'd OY

closer to time to us in order to give us those answers mGre quickly

GU: By doing the PilE.

]E: No i thought i,d hear t}mt we were thscussing n_aldng the risk assessment a tit fie earlier
in the ILl fi'om a conlxacllng standpoint. Make it one of the earlier deliverablc_.

JE: Then what is the time difference when we would see the risk asse2sment vs. the PI_E?

gp: PromthebmeyouseethePRE..wehavetolookatlt, wehavetogothr°ughandagree

or not agree, it goes back to CH2M HILL. "r_en they do a risk assessment on, for exolrtple,
19 sites ir_tcad of 70. Then they start the risk assessment.

GU: The risk assessment is going to slide day by day while this process is occ ttrrlng.

SP: I think about a 2-month delay or so.

GK: 2 months? Yea, but what's two months?

DS: 2 months to get the Pl:LE done and in e month we can re_dew lt ln lg to 30 days-
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JE: Some of it and certainly the data will come in while it's in process.

GK: We,re talking a couple of months, but we're going to have sites falling out much

sooner this way which is going to make everybody politically very happy.

SB: it,s not going to be sites falling out-iVs going to be skes that can be more clearly
delineated that can be leased but not transfer reel. What you'll be able to see is which ones

can meet industrial criteria in an absolute worse case scenario.

GU: if we're talking about the pamel-by-pai_el ERE, we can finish that in draft form for
internal review with a month's notice to CH2M HILL.

JD: Could we do a parcel a day?

G1Q So you're talking two or three months possibly whether we trans for or not. Pohtieally

it's better to say we can lease anything right now, but this is going to speed up the transfer

process. That's all the people up here want to hear. It's not a matter whether we Iwansfer

them or [lot, speedmg up the process is the issue.

SB: Most of my objection is based on what I thought the objective here was. I guess the

objective is to identify tzanalerable proper ties, not just to reduce the number of sites going
to the fxtil-blown risk assessment.

SP: From the EPA and State's perceptive they basically weed out silos from their

perspective and get the BRAC issue out of the way earlier, so they can get the real RI caliber

sites.

DS: We don't have to do it that way but that meets the President's flve poLnt goals

GK: Julian, l certainly think I can buy into it How soon you all can do your contrachng.

DS: Yea, There are probably as many voices in fhis community tint are iust not as loud that

drink we're going way to slow and would 10re to see property tranMerred and industry

moved in

GU: So what's going to come out of this pRE evaluation is going to be a turnaround on the

BRAC letter reports that includes a discussion of the risk m that BRAG parcel. There will be
a pRE table and a write up descrththli the interpretation o| it. That's the actual product you

want to turf, around plus the TM that looks at dieldrin and _rsenic.

JD: Will we sttil need the TM wiin the pRE?

GU: Yes, because the PRE is not going to look at it site by site.

JS: Is the pRE going to be done on the BRAG sites?

JD: You have to use the RI and screerdRg sltes for both, Why can't we address it right

there? Why do we want to do another tech memo?

DS: Pat and Vijaya have been saying tot the last three day*_ that thgre's another way of

looking at thls and while it's not a lormal thing like the PRE, it will help us make risk
decisions.
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JD: You do the write up an)_ay became I see a TM as just another tiuplieation of effort

using the same data.

GU: The PRE is noting but a bunch of data tables essentially with discussion site by site•

This risk map cuts across all sties so we would have to have a chapter or final summary

report on it with a reference to the map.

JS: Are we calling the TM all o f t2fis irfforn_ation then?

DS: Yea, the P_ is going t o have the maps and _eryll_hig in it.

GU: It's not going to be the size of that back_'ound report "I'M.

_D: As long _ il's not 2 separate doc_en_, that's wh_re I'm concerned.

JS: ] think Julett is concerned about another large volume.

GU: Let's go back to the arsenic and dieldrin i_ue. Do we need to l_k at it _ob_ly a_oss
the sites, because our h_othesis is that it is unikirm_Jy ctish_buted and not sRe related.

VM: From pubhc perception is it _vorthwhfle lo cclme up with an aItemate RBC before we
do he PIZE evaluation and use the for those particdiar chemicals,

JE: I think if we can research and understand what has been done that is acceptable as ea fly

_s possible it's only going to help us. But the question becomes, when does that happen?

Pm just looking now to see how eveniy distributed dieldrin is.

GU: I guess where I'm go_ng with this is: do we break out these ubiquitous (meading
dieldrin and arsenic) eontammm_t_ parcel by parcel and deal wlth them, par tic_laJ'ly

dieldrin We are trying to evaluate the case that dieldrin w_ applied ush_g acceptable land

use application. Do we need to look at it globally to make that case? You loose that if you

just went with each individual letter report and talked about dieldrin.

JE: I unkforundersandmghow mgh occurred, bu Ido_ hink hersksaregotng o

be sitewule. The risk5 are going to be parce_ by parcel Am I wrong or are we going to have

a mm_ber o parce s tha _e going to be all ]eased to file san e people. [ m ass r_ng hese
parcel_ were established based on different uses and users.

DS: IthoughtVijayawas_ki_gyoulfshe'sgdingtocomeupw_thsome crea_vewayof

looking at the arsenic and the dieldrin if we wanted that dialed in before we do the PRE. In

my opinion, no

GK: IthinkScottandIwouldsayiIyoudon'tlookatitbeforehandevezythingcomesback
from the PIKE.

JE: Yea, but if you plug that into the PRll What is the PRE? What does that mean?

OS: Certainly going to _ve you g_eater than lO_ for dieldrin because a lot ni these already
exceed for dieldrin alone. No cumulative. Dieldrin risks alone are between 10_ and I0 _, •

DS: Oh sure, I don't expect anything except the dieldrin to jump out.

Jll: Herels golng to be the tough question. Whatever we come up with, if we research and
find out some methodology whereby dieldrin is elhiwed at a 4xigher level under some
scenarios or circu_a_tances, that's going to be the tough thing to put out and have to defend.
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I can just tell you right now if they did it at just one base and that's the only place they did

it, it's going to be a tough sell. Iris just not going to go very well. The only way we can do it

globally in terms of explaining it to the public is to say okay what do you do. Dig up the
whole base here? Dig up the whole facilJ ty? The alterz_atlves a re not real good right now. If

there's aFty way we could speed up the research part of unde£standlng--how many other

fadlilies are there where they have had a dieldrin problem. I suspect quite a few. Let's see
what's been done and let's not reinvent the wheel,

$p: Take the benefit of that knowledge into account before the PRE process.

DS: The PRE is a very simple stxalghtforward thing. When you see a number from PRE I

know exactly what it is. f[ you have some risk smoothing techraque apphed before hand or

some specifically calculated real site-specafi¢ RllC that you are using in the PILE, then all of

a sudden I don't know what it is anymore. It involves some review and interpretation.

' Now, one of the things we might do, and again this goes back to what gcott suggested, we

do know that the dieldrin sites are going to fail and most of them are going to come out

above the industrial. Maybe we don't include those.

VM: One alternate you can think about is to have two plots actually: Have one with
dieldrin and without dieldrin. You can have this number without dieldrin and arsenic and

with the dieldrin and arsenic and you can use a combination o[ both.

JE: You could have it ready whenever you answer Llle dieldrin question if you're able to

successfully answer the question.

DS: At some time we're going to know what the risk is associated with dieldBn.

JE; the real r_sk, not something somebody has just done somewhere. Because we need to

weigh that against what lia_ been done and what has been accepted and we've got our own

particular universe right here that we're going to have to deal with

DS: "Properly applied" may be a iegJtimaLe concept, but it doesn't work when the_e is too

much risk•

JE: i thlnk we need to know not ouiy if there are other pisces whert_ dieldrin has been a

problem. I would like to know the history of how d_eldrin was accepted at some Imgher

level, how that process occurred and how much the public was involved with that process

and how well they accepted it. And the makeup of that public. I guess Pm being very

political here at this point, but it wdl help us in the long run to make a risk managezr_ent
decision about dreldrin if we had some comfort about where they are with it, where the

public was in those certain eireurastanees. It really is a matter of risk and a matter ni
• , • , , ,

penceptaon and we re talking about I in 1O0,0tl0 vs. 1 m a 1,00O_OOO vs. 1 m 10,000 and it s all

in the conservative process of risk a.ssessmenL

JE: I think we're going to find o_Jt that there are many mstallatlorLs where they jtmt didn't
consider it. But l think maybe we're going to find maybe that there might be some process

that occurred.

DS: There's a risk tO leave dieldrin there which is in orders of magnitude, a higher health

risk. Now if we're going to forget dieldBn we might as well forget some of the other stuff.

JE: Absolutely
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GU: What if we did as Vijaya suggested, perform the PRE on all _onsdtuents except dieldrin

using the RBC criteria and dieldrin separately using the same criteria. We also produce
another PRE for dieldrin using an alternate crile ria as part of this package, ql_at way you
could see what the risk is for dieldrin and then we do the grand total risk so you've got all

the pieces of data you need to make a decision about ±eldrin, but you haven't lost anything
in the sttrnmationwith allother coz_sfituen_.

]E: And the criteriathr dieldrinwas "TBD" atthispoint.

SB: Dan'sriskpeoplearegolrtgtohavetobeabletobuyintothattoo.

DS: Or not, whateveL

Group Discussion

GLh I wotdd suggest that our first action would be to look at that dJeld tin action level and

write it up in a letter and have you guys ieview it before we start running the crank on

doing the PRE.

]E: Yea, because if it has no merit whatsoever there's not point in puthng it out to the

public. Then that's where the research from the front end has to come in

VM: That would include the fate artd tlanspor t aspects, not just the tokidty aspects but the

fate and transport aspecL_ of dieldrin too,

SP: It scenes llke we found it in the soil but not in the drainageway. The ditch drained that

same area.

Site 34, Building 770

GU: Looking at the Site 34 data we determined that Ihere are exceedances above residential
criteria for lead, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene; bellzo(a)pyrene also exceeds the industrial

criteria in one surface soil sample. Subsurface _oil data does not indicate any exceedances
above criteria The indication is that the site wi]l trove to go dlrough a risk assessment, but

base d on the numher of detects and magnitude of the data we would expect it to come

through a risk assessment not requiring further asscssment Therefore, the site is suitable

for lease with the core industkial purpose only.

DS: Itwouldcomethroughariskassessmentwithprobablynoneed for further acfion in

the induslzlal exposttre scenario.
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